The Impact of Temporary Protected Status on Immigrants' Labor Market Outcomes
The United States occasionally offers temporary protected status (TPS) to migrants whose countries are experiencing civil unrest, violence, natural disaster, or outbreak of a serious disease. Migrants who have TPS typically cannot be deported and are permitted to work legally in the United States. As of late 2011, more than 300,000 migrants had TPS (Wasem and Ester, 2011) . The United States currently extends TPS to migrants from eleven countries: El Salvador, Guinea, Haiti, Honduras, Liberia, Nicaragua, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, South Sudan, and Syria.
TPS is designed to provide a safe haven to migrants who would otherwise have to return to potentially dangerous situations in their home countries. Unlike refugees, migrants with TPS do not receive legal permanent resident status. They are supposed to return home when the TPS designation for their country expires. The Secretary of Homeland Security designates countries for TPS, usually for a period of six to 18 months, and can extend the designation if conditions in the home country do not improve. Migrants must be present in the United States by a specified date-typically soon after the triggering event in their home country-in order to be eligible for TPS.
Most TPS beneficiaries are unauthorized immigrants who were subject to removal and could not work legally prior to receiving TPS. A few are in the United States on temporary visas, such as visitor or student visas. TPS therefore has the potential to improve recipients' labor market outcomes by giving them permission to work. In particular, TPS recipients may gain access to higher-paying jobs that are typically not open to unauthorized immigrants or most temporary visa holders.
Little previous research has examined the effect of granting temporary legal status on migrants' labor market outcomes-a particularly relevant issue in light of President Obama's recent executive actions intended to grant deferred deportation and work permits to several million unauthorized immigrants.
1 Most studies on legalization programs in the United States focus on actions that awarded legal permanent residence-a "green card" instead of the temporary reprieve of TPS-and find that recipients' earnings increase by 6 to 13 percent (e.g., Rivera-Batiz, 1999; Kossoudji and Cobb-Clark, 2002; Kaushal, 2006) . Earnings gains are larger among well-educated immigrants than among less-educated immigrants, and are often larger among women than among men. Much of the gains appear to be due to recipients being able to move into higher-paying occupations (Lozano and Sørensen, 2011) . Evidence on the employment effects of legalization is more mixed. Some studies indicate negative employment effects: men appear to become more selective about the jobs they were willing to hold, while women appear more likely to exit the labor force (Amuedo-Dorantes, Bansak, and Raphael, 2007; Amuedo-Dorantes and Bansak, 2011) . Some research finds positive employment effects among women (Pan, 2012 Having legal status, even on a temporary basis, may affect migrants' labor market outcomes through several channels. Employers may be unwilling to hire unauthorized immigrants, so having legal status may boost migrants' employment by making it easier to find a job. Having a work permit may also increase migrants' earnings, in part by opening up more and better-paying jobs to them. Employers tend to pay unauthorized immigrants less than other 5 DED and extended voluntary departure (EVD) differ from TPS in that they do not require that foreigners register with USCIS except to obtain work authorization (Wasem and Ester, 2011 (Schmidley, 2001; Hoefer, Rytina, and Baker, 2009). workers, in part because employers pass along the potential fine they face if caught hiring unauthorized workers. In addition, greater competition among unauthorized immigrants for the limited number of jobs available to them may reduce wages in those jobs.
On the other hand, migrants who receive TPS may face more competition for jobs after the events that triggered the TPS designation. If those events lead to increased inflows of competing migrants, TPS beneficiaries' employment and earnings may actually decrease. After
Hurricane Mitch decimated parts of Central America in late 1998, Central Americans flooded into the United States. Kugler and Yuksel (2008) find that their entry led to lower employment rates among earlier immigrants.
Having TPS also may change beneficiaries' incentives to work. With the threat of deportation removed, migrants who feel safer may reduce their precautionary savings and consume more leisure. Target earners-people who planned to earn a certain amount of money and then return home-who extend their planned stay after receiving TPS may reduce their labor supply since they now have a longer timeframe to earn their targeted amount. On the other hand, relatives back home may have greater financial needs after the events that triggered TPS.
Migrants may increase their labor supply in order to send more money home after a natural disaster. It is worth noting that unauthorized immigrants are ineligible for virtually all public assistance programs, and receiving TPS does not change this. It therefore is unlikely that TPS causes changes in eligibility for public assistance that would in turn reduce work incentives. TPS beneficiaries are potentially eligible for unemployment insurance benefits, however.
II. Data and Methodology
This study We therefore compare pre-and post-TPS Salvadoran migrants with migrants from Mexico who report entering during the same periods. This allows us to control for arrival group differences in labor market outcomes that are shared by Salvadorans and Mexicans using a difference-in-differences methodology. 8 We examine the robustness of our results by estimating a similar difference-in-differences specification for Guatemalan and Mexican migrants. 7 The Department of Homeland Security estimates that there were about 430,000 unauthorized Salvadoran immigrants in the United States in 2000 (Baker and Rytina, 2013) , while the 2000 Census indicates a total of 817,336 Salvadoran immigrants in the United States (Malone et al., 2003) . This suggests that more than one-half of all Salvadoran immigrants were unauthorized that year. Since recent immigrants were not present for the 1986 and 1997 legalization programs, the proportion unauthorized must be higher among recent immigrants. 8 The conventional difference-in-differences method would involve looking at Salvadoran migrants before and after they received TPS, relative to Mexican migrants. The difference-in-differences regression model we estimate using the ACS data is 9 We do not include observations with allocated place of birth or allocated earnings to reduce measurement error in key variables. 
where Outcome is one of several labor market outcomes for individual i. We examine employment, unemployment (not conditional on labor force participation), labor force participation, usual weekly hours and annual weeks worked (also not conditional on labor force participation), the natural log of real weekly earnings, and the natural log of average real weekly earnings of U.S. natives in the same occupation. All regressions are estimated using OLS by sex for two groups, the less educated and more educated, as discussed below. coefficient is reported in the regression results here.) The difference-in-differences method requires assuming that, absent TPS, the difference in outcomes between earlier and more recent Salvadoran migrants would be the same as the corresponding difference among Mexican migrants. Guatemalan migrants serve as a check on the validity of this assumption since they did not receive TPS but otherwise faced labor market shocks similar to those faced by Salvadorans.
The regressions control for several individual-level characteristics reported in the ACS.
These include age (as a quartic), marital status (married or divorced/widowed/separated, with never married as the omitted group), and education (in the less-educated regressions, not completed high school versus completed high school; in the more-educated regressions, attended college versus graduated from college). The regressions also control for state of residence to capture differences in business cycle conditions across states. Separate regressions are estimated for men and women. We estimate separate regressions for migrants who did not attend college (the less educated) and those who did (the more educated) since some previous research indicates that having legal status is more beneficial to more-educated migrants. We report robust standard errors.
Before turning to the regression results, we present the difference in differences in the sample means for two key outcomes: employment and real weekly earnings. The top panel of Table 2 Salvadoran men who arrived early enough to be eligible for TPS than among post-TPS arrivals.
As the next entry in row 3 shows, there is little difference by arrival cohort for Mexican migrants. As a result, the difference in differences in the employment rate is -6 percentage points for less-educated men (row 4). For less-educated women, it is almost 17 percentage points.
Unlike their less-educated counterparts, more-educated Salvadoran men who arrived in the United States in time to be eligible for TPS are more likely to be employed than those who arrived later (panel B of Table 2 ). The difference in differences is almost 17 percentage points for more-educated men while it is smaller and not significant for more-educated women.
Less-educated Salvadoran men who arrived in time to be eligible for TPS earn substantially more than those who arrived later (panel C of Table 2 ). This difference does not appear to be solely due to greater duration of residence in the United States since the similar prepost difference among Mexican migrants is smaller. The difference in differences indicates that less-educated Salvadoran men with TPS earn $50 more per week, on average. The difference in differences for less-educated women is smaller and not significant. In contrast, the difference in differences in weekly earnings is substantial for more-educated women (panel D), while it is positive but not significant for more-educated men.
The difference in differences in sample means thus suggest that having TPS increased employment among more-educated men and less-educated women while reducing employment among less-educated men. The raw difference in differences also suggests increases in earnings for less-educated men and more-educated women. We next turn to examining the differences in differences for a number of outcomes, controlling for other characteristics.
III. Results
Column 1 of Table 3 reports difference-in-differences regression results for less-educated male migrants from El Salvador and Mexico. The results indicate that less-educated Salvadoran men who are likely to have received TPS were about 6 percentage points less likely to be employed than those who entered too recently to have received TPS, relative to the corresponding difference among Mexican migrants with the same entry periods. The lower employment arises from greater unemployment, not from lower labor force participation, suggesting men with TPS are more selective about the jobs they take. There is no significant difference in weekly hours or annual weeks worked; in results not shown here, there is also no significant difference in hours or weeks worked conditional on employment.
Less-educated Salvadoran men who are likely to have received TPS earn about 13 percent more, conditional on being employed. Real weekly earnings among U.S. natives in the same occupation are almost 10 percent higher. Taken together, these two results suggest that more than three-quarters of the increase in earnings is due to TPS beneficiaries working in higher-paying occupations. As a whole, the results suggest that less-educated Salvadoran men who receive TPS are able to move into better jobs and become more selective about the jobs they hold, increasing their earnings but also their job search and unemployment incidence.
In contrast, less-educated Salvadoran women who receive TPS appear to enter the labor force and work. The difference-in-differences results in column 2 of hours, and their annual weeks worked increase by about 7.5 weeks. This increase in women's labor supply is likely linked to the decrease in men's employment. In results not shown here, the increase in labor force participation is driven by married women, although employment, weekly hours, and weeks worked increase for both married and single less-educated women. Lesseducated women's earnings do not appear to be affected by receiving TPS.
The effects of TPS are strikingly different among more-educated migrants. Employment, unemployment, weekly hours, and annual weeks worked do not change significantly, relative to the comparison group, among more-educated Salvadoran men who are likely to have received TPS. However, more-educated Salvadoran men who are likely to have received TPS are more likely to be in the labor force and work in higher-paying occupations. More-educated Salvadoran women who are likely to have received TPS are not more likely to work or be in the labor force than the comparison group, but they have considerably higher average earnings and work in higher-paying occupations.
In results not shown here, we do not find significant difference-in difference results when looking at whether migrants are enrolled in school. Having a work permit could cause migrants to leave school to work, but that does not appear to be the case here. Less than 5 percent of the sample is enrolled in school. We also do not find any evidence that being eligible for TPS causes Salvadoran migrants to move from self-employment into wage-and-salary employment; selfemployment rates do not fall significantly among migrants likely to have received TPS.
Observed changes in employment are primarily driven by changes in wage and salary employment, not in self-employment. Table 4 reports difference-in-differences regression results for migrants from Guatemala and Mexico. We find no evidence that Guatemalan migrants who entered the United States in An additional concern is that there could be preexisting trends driving our main results.
For example, labor market outcomes among Salvadoran immigrants may be worsening over time. This might cause earlier Salvadoran immigrants to have systematically better outcomes than later arrivals, relative to Mexican migrants. To investigate this possibility, we conducted a falsification exercise (or "pseudo experiment") on a hypothetical break in the data in 1996. We ran the same specification as used for the regressions in Table 3 on Salvadoran and Mexican arrivals but comparing migrants who arrived in 1994-1995 with migrants who arrived in 1997-1998. Most of the results, which are shown in Table 5 , do not indicate statistically significant differences before and after the hypothetical break and so do not suggest that a general trend of worsening labor market outcomes among Salvadoran immigrants underlies our results.
IV. Conclusion
Having legal status, even on a temporary basis, appears to allow more-educated immigrants of both sexes and less-educated male immigrants to move into better jobs. Less-educated women, meanwhile, dramatically increase their labor force participation. The prospect of moving into better jobs after getting a work permit appears to make less-educated men more selective about the jobs they will take, increasing the time they spend searching for jobs and hence boosting their 1994-1995 or 1997-1998 . The regressions also control for age (as a quartic), marital status, not having completed high school (or college), state of residence, being from El Salvador, and migrating in 1994-1995. Robust standard errors in parentheses.
